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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION
THE EFFECI7VENESS OF TRAINING EDUCATORS ON THEIR ABILITY TO
IDENTIFY FUNCTION OF PROBLEM BEHAVIOR
by
Charles Dukes
Florida International University, 2002
Miami, Florida
Professor Howard Rosenberg, Major Professor
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of training
educators in the pre - behavioral intervention process of functional behavioral
assessment. An original evaluation instrument was developed entitled, The Survey for
Students Exhibiting Challenging Behavior. The instrument included measures of
participating educators, knowledge of function of problem behavior and their ability to
generate recommendations for a behavior intervention plan. The instrument was
distributed to schools in a large urban district and completed by special educators.
Educators trained and untrained in the functional behavioral assessment process were
compared in the study.
The study incorporated a post - test only design. All instruments were analyzed
using a factorial ANOVA. Those educators who were trained in the district functional
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behavioral assessment program answered general questions related to function of
problem behavior significantly better than those who did not receive training. There is no
significant difference between educators on their ability to generate recommendations for
behavior intervention plans. It is important that educators receive training in functional
behavioral assessment to gain an understanding of the basic notions being function of
problem behavior. Current training does not translate into educators' ability to make
strong recommendations for behavior intervention plans.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Public schools are charged with the task of providing a free and appropriate
public education to a vastly diverse number of students. To provide quality services for
children, school personnel must be able to provide an inclusive program considering a
number of variables. Each public school program must include contingencies that address
a number of problems, issues, and concerns for students, parents, teachers,
administrators, and their surrounding communities. While the broad issues of
"appropriate" education may be widely debated in the academic and political
communities, schools have a basic purpose to teach children those skills necessary to
function in society at large, and to develop and maintain a preferred quality of life. Public
schools bring together a varied cross section of our society including a "sample" of
varying personalities, skills, and deficits in social and academic areas. To serve this
diverse population, schools must influence behavior. In this sense, school personnel are
charged with introducing behavioral standards in academic and social arenas. In addition
to the development of such standards school personnel must also develop and implement
methodology to maintain students' behavior to enable them to accomplish long-term
quality of life goals.
School personnel are under intense pressure to directly influence students to
develop social and academic skills. As stated previously many udents have varying
abilities and thus some school programs may not be the best "fit" for all students. The
majority of school programs are not tailored to individuals, but rather created with the
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intent of serving the majority in the same manner, in spite of their differences. While
many school programs are highly similar, this does not imply that all schools are the
same. Rather, the foundation of American schools is the same, thus practices may share
some common characteristics, but each school does have unique qualities.
The similarity amongst American public schools emerges from an array of
factors, one of which includes the pre - service university education program. Programs
in pre - service university education as well as a number of other sources (e.g., in -
service teacher training, educational research) also have influence on educational
practice. Educational practice is not an easily defined term. The "practices" pre - service
and in - service teachers adopt may be influenced by training or research literature. There
are also other outside influences on professional practice. These outside influences vary
from the manner in which one was taught to the most popular method during a particular
time period (Greenwood & Abbott, 2001). It is the combination of all of these influences
that direct the methods used with students in schools. Ayers (1994) reports that there is a
tremendous discrepancy between what typically occurs for most students with
disabilities in school and what the literature says should be occurring as exemplary
practices. Many educators utilize non-empirically based practices, yet these same
practices have been widely circulated in schools for a number of years. The design of
seating arrangements, lesson plans, and exclusion for problem behavior, for example
have remained the same for several generations.
The commonality that is pervasive among public schools is one of the challenges
facing those who wish to provide effective educational programs that meet the needs of
all students. In - service teachers draw from a widely accepted body of knowledge in
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relation to their "behavior" to build skills in students. In addition to the commonality of
educational programs, professional development efforts do not necessarily influence
"teacher behavior." The phrase "teacher behavior" refers to the instructional methods
utilized by teachers to influence the development of social and academic skills. Teacher
behavior also refers to the skills and methods one uses to manage classroom and school -
wide student behavior. Included in the "management" of classroom and school - wide
behavior is the potential "problem behavior" exhibited by students in public schools.
The terms, problem behavior, maladaptive behavior, aberrant behavior, and
challenging behavior are all used to describe those behaviors exhibited by students who
do not follow the rules set forth in the school program. A great number of students
exhibit problem behavior at one or several points during their public education
experience. This problem behavior can have an adverse affect on teachers, parents, other
students, and the student herself/himself.
Since problem behavior c have an adverse effect on the learning and physical
safety of students and teachers, the action taken in response to problem behavior is
worthy of critical review. While responses to problem behavior are common in nature,
the alternatives are limited, Teachers have often viewed behavior as the responsibility of
the administrator who is outside of the classroom. This view has lead many teachers to
use a common or "default" response to a wide variety of problem behaviors: removal of
the student.
Whether these problem behaviors are disruptive (e.g., talking out of turn, leaving
one's seat, or leaving class without permission) or more threatening (e.g., physical
altercation, stealing, or destroying property) educators must reduce or completely
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extinguish the behaviors. Teachers do engage in behavioral interventions at the classroom
level, although, these interventions may at times be largely punitive in nature. In a recent
study Ishii - Jordan (2000) found that teachers selected more punitive interventions (e.g.,
punishment, threats) for students with behaviors perceived as teacher - owned problems
(i.e., behaviors that interfered with or threatened the teacher's needs).
The response to problem behavior is similar to the general guidelines used to
construct the school program, in that one response is generally developed in spite of an
individual's unique need. W le many problem behaviors may have similar
characteristics, it is insufficient to base an intervention on general notions of a diagnostic
label or topography of the problem behavior devoid of an understanding about the
individual or the behavior. The effect on students of these inadequate disciplinary
techniques is documented by the fact that discipline problems are the major cause of
student referrals made by general educators to special education (Zimmerman, 1998).
A common response to problem behavior is "exclusion" from the school program
(i.e., suspension). In general, teachers have relinquished responsibility for the most
challenging students to administrators. Suspension from school remains one of the most
common administrative responses to school disciplinary problems at the secondary level.
Intended a punishment for a wide variety of disruptive and inappropriate behaviors,
suspension consists of temporarily excluding the student from the regularly assigned
academic environment. As a discipline procedure, suspensions are based on the premise
that exclusion from class or school is an effective deterrent or punishment (Diem, 1988 as
quoted in Morgan - D' Atrio et al. 1996). Punishment is the behavior used by all
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organisms to try to control one another, but its application to humans is fraught with
unintended consequences (Maag, 2001).
The use of suspension to deter and ultimately influence behavior change in
students who exhibit problem behavior is inadequate for students with and without
disabilities. Suspensions do not significantly reduce serious or recurrent behavior
problems for many students and may, in fact, exacerbate behavior problems (Morgan -
D' Atrio, et al. 1996). This may especially be true for students with disabilities. When
students with disabilities are suspended or expelled, this process disrupts their education.
They are likely to fall further behind, become frustrated and, too frequently, drop out of
school. Wagner (1991) found that 28% of students in special education with discipline
problems cited those problems as the reasons for dropping out of school. About 4% of all
students in special education are expelled and fail to graduate. In addition, Wager (1991)
indicated that students with disabilities who are frequently suspended are more likely to
fail classes that are required for graduation.
In spite of the current shortcomings ofthe current response to problem behavior, a
point of reference must be made to the general intent of schools and teachers. Educational
programs are established to impart academic and social skills. There are a number of
questions for educators to ask themselves to better serve students with disabilities and
mange problem behavior. How can one learn when excluded from the school program?
Why is exclusion the popular choice when intervening for behavior change?
Background ofthe Study
To provide an answer to the questions posed above, one could examine school
programs, teachers, administrators, or even parent responses to problem behaviors.
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Teachers specifically employ common response repertoire to problem behavior, even
though teacher preparation programs are based on a number of philosophies and provide
teachers - in - preparation with varied experiences. Within these preparation programs
teachers acquire different methods in which to intervene with problem behavior. Despite
the pre - service education and in - service training efforts, in practice, the connon
educational philosophy seems to be that "one size fits all." The transfer of research into
classroom practice seems to be rare and when research findings do transfer, the quality of
implementation is often poor (Gersten & Brengleman, 1996). This reliance on non -
empirically based methods for behavior change can inhibit many students from fully
participating in an educational program. When teachers perceive behavior as challenging,
students with disabilities are denied opportunities to benefit from particular educational
experiences (Foster - Johnson et al., 1993).
"One size fits all" is a common means to respond to problem behavior. This
limited notion in relation to problem behavior response is inadequate and should be
examined. However, current behavior change technology does influence positive change
in many students with disabilities, although there are some concerns related to its
effectiveness. As discussed by Fox et aL. (1998), virtually every behavioral procedure has
been shown to be effective in dealing with the challenging behaviors of some children but
less effective with others. Second, behavioral gains may be lost when the intervention is
removed. Third, it is not always apparent which of several behavioral procedures should
be applied simply from an examination of the behavior itself.
Two factors have had an overwhelming influence on behavior change methods.
The first change is in the reauthorization of the Individuals with Disabilities Acts of 1997
(IDEA '97). The second change emerged from research on pre - intervention methods.
The research conducted by Carr (1977) and Iwata et al. (1982) shifted the of behavioral
intervention research from a focus on discipline toward a focus on the functional analysis
of behavior.
Each of the changes has influenced professional practice in education and
psychology. Educators are bound by the requirements contained in the IDEA '97. The
policies were developed in direct relation to the advancements made in the research
laboratories of those researching in the field of applied behavior analysis. This body of
research has had a particular influence in public education. While Nelson and his
colleagues (1999) have argued that the policy (i.e., IDEA '97) may have surpassed the
current professional practice, educators are still faced with fully utilizing the functional
behavioral assessment proscribed in IDEA '97. Professionals in public education have
responded to the legislation and research alternatives in behavior change methods with
the development of new local policies to positively change the behavior of students with
disabilities. The professionals responsible for influencing behavioral change in students
are implementing methods under the rubric of "functional behavioral assessment."
Functional behavioral assessment calls for an examination of the purpose of behavior
before an intervention is assigned.
The Present Study
Functional behavioral assessrnent is the process of identifying events that reliably
predict and maintain problem behaviors. The purpose of functional assessment
information is to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of behavior support (Homer,
2000). The Miami- Dade County Public Schools, in response to change in legislation
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(i.e., IDEA '97)) and professional practice has initiated a large-scale training program in
the functional behavioral assessment. With IDEA '97, Congress sought to help schools
(a) respond appropriately to behavior problems of students with disabilities, (b) promote
the use of appropriate behavioral interventions, and (c) increase the likelihood of success
and school completion for some of our most at - risk students (Hartwig & Ruesch, 2000).
The enormous implications of the IDEA '97 legislation calls for a training effort like that
in Miami -- Dade County Public Schools. The legislation does not delineate the
provisions for a functional assessment; rather, the law tells us when one must be
performed. In view of this omission, educators are responsible for the development of a
standard for conducting functional behavioral assessments.
Problem Statement
In light of the sweeping changes in educational policy, local districts now have
the task of training teachers and other school personnel, implementing programs, and
evaluating their efforts in functional behavioral assessment. Functional behavioral
assessment calls for an examination of the purpose of behavior before intervention is
assigned. The Miami - Dade County Public Schools (M - DCPS) is the fourth largest
school district in the United States with 368, 123 total students in 401 schools. This large
number of students serves as the backdrop for an investigation into the effectiveness of
educator training in the functional behavioral assessment pre - intervention process.
Students with disabilities make - up a sizable proportion of students enrolled in the
district. A total of 62, 686 students receive services in special education programs.
Students with learning disabilities make - up 34% of the total, whle students with
emotional handicaps make up 4.5% of the total. Students with learning students and/or
students with emotional handicaps are a growing population of students who may benefit
from the functional behavioral assessment pre - intervention process (Nelson, 1997). In
response to a concern about appropriate interventions for problem behavior and in
response to legislation the district has initiated a large - scale training program in
functional behavioral assessment. To date no formal research has been conducted on the
effectiveness of this training effort by the district.
Functional behavioral assessment should be considered within the broad
framework of effective teaching and school disciplinary procedures (Conroy & Davis,
2000). Since teachers are charged with the task of changing students' problem behavior,
an investigation is necessary of the most effective and efficient manner in which to train
them in behavior change technology. Teachers and administrators need in - depth
training and the opportunity to use techniques that they learn, and on - going support in
the use of those techniques (Johns, 1998). The legislation in IDEA '97 called for a
fundamental change in the manner in which problem behavior is understood and then
interventions developed. If such a change is to take place throughout America's public
schools, training, continuous support, and evaluation of the training in functional
behavioral assessment should be conducted. To date there is no direct inquiry into the
efficacy of short - te intensive training for teachers in the functional assessment of
behavior technology. An inquiry into the fourth largest school district sponsored training
program will offer insight
General Purpose of the Study
The primary purpose of this study is to assess the knowledge and application
ability of functional behavioral assessment in educational professionals. In addition,
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educational professionals were asked to make recommendations in relation to an
intervention that results in a relatively quick and lo - lasting change in problem
behavior. The participant pool was selected from the school district in which some
teachers participated in a district training program, while others teachers have not been
trained. A secondary purpose is to determine the interventions likely to be implemented
by teachers to ascertain whether they relate to the function of the original problem
behavior. In short, this study examined whether training results in teachers' ability to
identify function, and then base interventions on that function.
To date there is no direct inquiry into the efficacy of short-term intensive
inservice training for teachers in functional behavioral assessment technology. An inquiry
into a large urban district (i.e., Miami - Dade County Public Schools) sponsored training
program will offer insight into the impact of functional assessment training on teacher
practice.
The study has potential significance for several reasons. First, the recent shift in
methodology for changing problem behavior of children with disabilities is based on a
functional behavioral assessment model. An active effort should be made to determine
teachers' working knowledge of the process and their ability to implement this process to
change children's problem behavior in school settings. In addition, students with
disabilities displaying single or multiple problem behaviors have traditionally been
excluded from general education classrooms. A methodology that enables teachers to
influence behavior change may promote inclusion of students with disabilities in general
education classrooms and operate as a helping agent during transitions into work and
community environments.
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Research Questions
Question #1: Is there a difference in the ability of untrained and trained teachers
to identify the function of students' problem behavior as a result of
a brief training program conducted by a large urban district?
Question #2: Is there a difference between untrained and trained teachers'
recommendations for changing problem behavior as a result of a
brief training program conducted by a large urban district?
Hypothesis #1: Teachers who have been trained in the functional behavioral
assessment process are more proficient in their ability to identify
the function of students' problem behavior than those teachers who
have not been trained.
Hypothesis #2: Teachers who have been trained in the functional behavioral
assessment process will recommend more function - based
positive interventions than those teachers who have not been
trained.
Summary
The current study is intended to examine the ability of educators to determine
the function of problem behavior and mke recommendations based on the perceived
function of behavior. Federal legislation is the most influential factor alternating the
manner in which educators respond to problem behavior. Students with disabilities who
exhibit problem behavior that warrants suspension from school for an excess of ten days,
must have a functional behavioral assessment (FDA) performed before an intervention is
developed. It is critical that the field of education has insight into training efforts aimed
at teaching educators how to perform an FBA.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW
The proposed evaluation of a public school training initiative will contribute to
our professional knowledge about the current state of teacher training in new functional
behavioral assessment methodology. Previous studies in the area of functional assessment
have been conducted on the development and maintenance of the technology itself. In
contrast, this study will contribute to our understanding of educator abilities' to identify
the function of problem behavior and make recommendations to promote change in
problem behavior. An evaluation designed to assess the knowledge and application
abilities of teachers has not been conducted to date.
Federal and state laws shape the field of special education. Beginning with the
Education for All Handicapped Children Act (1975) to the reauthorization of the
Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (1997), educational professionals and
community agencies have been and will continue to be influenced by the standards set
forth in legislation. Each piece of legislation is coupled with regulations that delineate the
service delivery guidelines for individuals with disabilities. The reauthorization of IDEA
1997 brought a host of changes that directly effect service delivery for individuals with
disabilities. One significant change from previous legislation is the manner in which
challenging behavior is assessed and treated.
Additions to IDEA 1997 are underscored by two major influences. The first
generally accepted notion among special educators is that exclusionary discipline is
ineffective as a means of promoting positive behavior change (Nelson, 1997). In addition,
there is a growing concern that the degree of violence is more severe and is being
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committed by younger and younger students than in the past (Bender & McLaughlin,
1997). There is a great concern that violence perpetuated by younger children points to a
greater concern that school is not "safe" environments for children to learn and develop.
The 1997 changes to IDEA mandate that schools take a more proactive and positive
approach to the disciplining of students with disabilities (Zurkowski et al., 1998). This
approach requires the use of functional behavioral assessment (FBA). An FBA can be
defined as a comprehensive examination of student behavior and the conditions that
surround that attempts to discover the purposes, goals, or function of the behavior based
on observations, interventions, review of records, and assessment of environmental
expectations (Kauffman, 1997).
Administrators and teachers alike are charged with identifying challenging
behavior and further, developing an intervention to eliminate and replace the challenging
behavior. According to Dunlap and Koegel (as quoted in Drasgow et aL., 1999)
addressing a student's problem behavior includes two key factors. The first is conducting
a functional behavioral assessment of the student's problem behaviors. The second is
developing a behavior intervention plan (BIP) that includes positive behavior support
strategies that are nonaversive and do not rely on coercion or punishment for behavior
change.
Federal legislation is designed to provide the backdrop by which interventions are
developed for students with disabilities. IDEA '97 provides the groundwork for precise
and systematic methods by which to identify challenging behavior. The grand scheme for
managing challenging behavior is present while the details of the plan are not necessarily
included (Yell et al., 2001). The philosophical foundation provided by IDEA '97 does
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direct educational professionals to define challenging behavior clearly so that they can be
observed and measured (Murdick & Gartin, 1999). This shift from "topographical
intervention' based on the look of challenging behavior without regard for the purpose of
behavior is the emphasis of the IDEA '97 regulations.
A Movement Toward a Technology of Behavior
Educators are often bombarded with several instructional and curricular initiatives
on a yearly basis. Each of these initiatives is hailed as the cure all for those ills plaguing
classrooms, schools, or even entire districts. Many of the accepted educational practices
are often scrutinized heavily for their "fit" into classrooms or entire schools. While
individuality clearly exists on all links of the educational chain, many educators continue
to look for "one size fits all" interventions. This notion is applicable to instruction,
curriculum, and even behavior support. In the midst of great cultural and linguistic
diversity in public schools, there also exists a great behavioral diversity that requires
individualized behavior support. In the past, educators did not conceptualize challenging
behavior as having a purpose. Focusing on the form of the behavior may not reveal its
function, and similar forms (e.g., yelling and hitting) may serve different purposes for
different students (Iwata et aL., 1982).
An FBA is the first, and most critical, step toward developing a BIP because it
guides the selection of an intervention strategy that is related (a) to the purpose of the
problem and (b) to the specific circumstances and context of each particular student
(Drasgow et al., 1999). Conducting an FBA and then developing a BfP is the standard of
practice set forth in IDEA '97.
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Educators have traditionally viewed academic instruction as distinctly separate
from social skill instruction (Colvin, 1993). This distinction may have been more harmful
than beneficial as educators viewed challenging behavior as social deviance rather than a
defic in social skills. The greatest tool available to educators is instruction. A wide
variety of instructional technologies is available to assist students develop special skills.
According to Brophy as quoted in (Englert, 1984) effective teachers often use semi -
formal lessons to actively instruct students in their rules and routines, just as other
academic behaviors are taught. Empirically - validated instruction is well documented for
students with disabilities (Keel et al., 1999). One of the defining characteristics of
effective instruction is a clear relationship between teacher instruction and student
outcomes. According to Cronbach's context - approach ( quoted in Reid & Maag,
1998) treatment or intervention options should analyzed from the perspective of
outcomes. The interaction between the environment and behavior provides meaning and
allows for educators to observe and identify a function of behavior.
The revised emphasis of behavioral intervention is not focused on managing or
controlling individuals, but instead on redesigning the environment and on building new
skills that make the problem behavior irrelevant, inefficient, and ineffective in that
environment (Hormer & Carr, 1997 as quoted in Reid & Maag, 1998). The FBA process
involves systematic data collection methods (i.e., interview and descriptive observation).
Educators now have access to a system or technology in which to assess the function of
challenging behavior. A critical step in the FBA process is the identification of a
relationship between environmental events and behavior. Data collection methods
provide educators with the information necessary to develop a hypothesis statement.
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Hypotheses are generated on the basis of available information; assessment methods are
implemented to determine probable relations between a child's behavior and
environmental variables (Reid & Maag, 1998).
According to Johns and Carr (1995) as quoted in Murdick and Gartin (1999),
effective teachers utilize specific components in effective programs for individuals with
disabilities. These components include the ability to (a) analyze behavior and the
situations(s) in which it occurs; (b) identify numerous possible strategies to use with the
behavior; (c) provide continuous monitoring of the student's program; and (d) revise the
program as needed to assure success. FBA is one component of a behavioral technology
from which educators are now required to utilize for students who exhibit challenging
behavior.
Challenging behavior can inhibit students with disabilities from having full access
to the general education curriculum Problem behavior is the single most common reason
why students with disabilities are removed from general school, work, and home settings
(Anderson et al., 1993). The overwhelming response to challenging behavior consists of
negative consequences from their teachers. Unfortunately, evidence suggests that current
school discipline practices exacerbate and contribute to children d youth's patterns of
challenging behavior (Lewis & Sugai, 1999). Mayer (1995) as quoted in Lewis and Sugai
(1999) state that high rates of antisocial behavior in schools are associated with punitive
disciplinary strategies, lack of clarity about rules, expectations, and consequences, lack of
staff support, and failure to consider and accommodate individual differences.
The development of a behavioral technology is clearly apparent in the emerging
literature on positive behavior support (PBS). PBS is an applied science that uses
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educational methods to expand an individual's behavior repertoire and a systems change
method to redesign an individual's living environment to, first, enhance the individual's
quality of life and second, to minimize his or her problem behavior (Carr et aL., 2002).
The PBS service delivery model assumes there are system problems influencing
individuals as opposed to holding notions about problems residing in individuals,
Assessment, intervention, and evaluation have all been heavily influenced by the
perceived worth of punitive measures. PBS calls into questions the validity of punitive
measures for use with individuals and/or in a school wide system.
PBS emerged from three major sources: (a) applied behavior analysis, (b) the
normalization/ inclusion movement, and (c) person - centered planning (Carr et aL.,
2002). The extensive work conducted in Applied Behavior Analysis (ABA) contributes
the systematic methods for assessment and intervention for application in natural settings
like schools. The normalization/inclusion movement is a highly influential philosophical
construct calling for access to natural environments for individuals with disabilities
including schools. Finally, person - centered planning assists practitioners in deciding
what is worth changing by focusing on a comprehensive planning process for individuals
before intervention (Carr, 1994).
Behavior technology is steadily assisting educators to better assess and develop
interventions that "fit" individual need and provide support to those support individuals
with disabilities. PBS turns the traditional response mode from reactive to proactive. The
major philosophical thrust of PBS is prevention of challenging behavior before it is
perceived to be challenging. This proactive approach is the most appropriate time for
direct instruction in alternative skills. The strength of PBS and the continued use of
17
procedures like FBA contribute to the acquisition and maintenance of pro - social and
academic skills. These skills will enable individuals with disabilities to have access to
natural environments (e.g., general education classrooms) that have been cut off in the
past.
Functional Assessment
Purpose
A basic purpose of functional assessment is to identify variables that improve the
effectiveness and efficiency of a clinical intervention (Day, et al. 1994). Educators are
challenged with translating the best practices (i.e., empirically - validated strategies) into
school - based interventions that bring about a lasting change to challenging behavior.
According to Carnine (1997), a goal of research in the social and behavioral sciences is
the improvement of practice. In the past, educators were inundated with information
about children and their behavioral deficits. This information was not considered in the
context of function, but rather focused on a topographical description of challenging
behavior. Thereby, interventions were not individualized or considered for their
"contextual fit." Interventions were blindly applied to children regardless of behavioral
function. Mace (1994) makes two salient points in relation to the importance of
determining function before intervention. First, the field's methodological approach soon
drifted from analyzing function to focusing on the topography of behavior (via behavior
modification). Second, behavior modification places emphasis on "altering existing
repertories and establishing new ones by superimposing reinforcement contingencies,
punishment contingencies, or both, onto the current environmental contingencies or
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unknown processes that maintain aberrant behavior" (as quoted in Fowler & Schnacker,
1994).
Determining the Function of Behavior
Carr and Durand (1985) proposed that functional analysis provides the basis for
building identification and assessment methods. Essentially, functional analysis and/or
functional assessment are pre - treatment processes. The purpose of functional
assessment is to improve the effectiveness and efficiency of behavioral treatment
(Homer, 1994). The movement away from selection and implementation of behavioral
interventions without consideration of "motivation" began with Carr (1977). This seminal
study detailed five major hypotheses concerning the motivation for self- injurious
behavior. This work gave rise to the research conducted later by Iwata et al. (1982). The
Iwata et al. (1982) study provided an unprecedented experimental methodology to
identify the environmental determinants of self- injurious behavior; moreover, it was
sufficiently comprehensive to permit analyses across a wide variety of settings,
behaviors, and subjects. The emerging functional assessment technology introduced a
"new line of thinking" for individuals who provide behavioral services. Two questions
put forth by Mace (1994) characterize this alternative thinking: "Why does a given
behavior problem occur?" and, "Why does the behavior persist in the face of treatment
procedures that should be effective?"
The ineffectiveness and even filures of behavioral treatments used for
individuals displaying challenging behavior influenced researchers to continue the
development of functional assessment technology. These failures prompted investigators
to return to what is arguably the central idea of applied behavior analysis, namely, that
19
intervention efforts should begin with a thorough functional analysis and that hypotheses
derived from such an analysis should form the basis for choosing and designing
treatments (Carr, 1994). In a meta - analysis study conducted by Didden et al. (1991),
482 empirical studies on treatment of behavior problems were reviewed. Findings
indicated that conducting a functional analysis made a significant contribution to
treatment effectiveness. In a similar meta - analysis study conducted by Scotti et al.
(199 1) functional analysis was described as a necessity for adequate treatment design.
In light of the functional assessment methodology, professionals are asked to not
only consider pre - treatment assessment, but also the quality of life for persons
displaying problem behavior. This sentiment has emerged along with recognition that it is
unfair and unethical simply to promote compliance; educators must also help people to
learn the skills needed to succeed in real world settings (Scotti et aL,1991). As the focus
shifts from controlled, often artificial research contexts to the practical demands of school
and home, a reexamination of functional assessment methodology has taken place
(Homer, 1994). There is now a broad consideration for a number of factors that were not
considered in the past. Individuals displaying challenging behavior deserve interventions
that can be implemented within their home and/or school environment. Often times,
interventions were intrusive and did not consider a "contextual fit" for the environments
in which implementation took place. This lead to highly intrusive interventions that were
not implemented consistently or not implemented at all. The current emphasis on positive
life enhancing interventions underscores the overall movement toward a positive
behavioral technology. Comprehensive interventions based on functional assessment are
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intended to reduce or eliminate challenging behavior, and to teach appropriate social skill
so that individuals can directly benefit from inclusion in the community at large.
Teachers are specifically charged with assisting students who experience
academic and/or behavior problems. Classrooms are generally conceived as the first, and
in general, the most appropriate environment for general instruction and if necessary
behavioral intervention to take place. The classroom is absolutely essential to students
and teachers for the "business of school:" learning. It is incumbent upon teachers to
create and maintain a classroom environment in which students not only learn, but also
detect behavioral problems and implement procedures to correct those problems. This is
no easy task if one or more of the students in the class exhibit challenging behavior.
Academic instruction may come to a halt several times during the day or may stop
altogether as teachers try to "manage" the challenging behavior In Gettinger (1988),
Duke (1979) broadly defined classroom management as the "provisions and procedures
necessary to establish and maintain an environment in which instruction and learning can
occur."
In an attempt to "manage the classroom," teachers have generally responded to
problem behavior in the same manner. Teachers embrace punishment because it is easy to
administer, works for students with only minimally challenging behaviors, and has been
part of the Judeo - Christian history that dominates much of our society (Maag, 2001).
While teachers have made punishment the intervention of first choice, the research base
on alternatives to punishment continues to grow. Successful classroom management
involves not merely responding effectively when problems occur, but also preventing
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problems from occurring by creating environments that encourage learning and
appropriate behavior (Gettinger, 1988).
The predominant, "one intervention fits all" is applied to students' challenging
behavior, while teachers do not use the same reasoning in relation to students' academic
behavior. In an instructional (Colvin et aL, 1993) or educative (Rietz, 1994) approach to
addressing behavior management, educators view students' participation and interaction
behaviors in a way that is similar to their view of students' academic behaviors (as
quoted in Carpenter & McKee - Higgins, 1996). The emphasis placed on the selection of
curriculum and instructional implementation for children with and without disabilities
sends a clear message as to the impotce of teaching academic skills. In contrast,
educators and parents both discuss behavior problems as potential barriers to the learning
process. The same time and effort is not placed into the development of "behavioral
skills." The development of behavioral skills is left to chance without the benefit of
formal instruction (Carnine, 1997). The school should be viewed as an appropriate
environment for instruction in a wide range of academic and social topics.
According to Fantuzzo and Atkins (1992) there are several factors that make
schools an ideal setting for identifying and treating children with academic and
adjustment difficulties. First, teachers have the most extensive adult contact with children
outside of the home. Second, the availability of a large group of peers provides teachers
with age and gender appropriate norms to help them identify adaptive and maladaptive
behavior. Third, the school environment requires children to perform a wide variety of
tasks requiring physical, cognitive, emotional, and social competencies. Schools provide
environment for educators to effectively assess, develop, implement, and evaluate
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effective behavioral programming. In view of the importance placed on classroom - level
intervention (developed, implemented, and evaluated by the classroom teacher), it is
essential that teachers make use of strategies that emphasize the development of skills.
Punishment may influence students to temporarily stop engaging in behavior. The
shortfall of punishment is the lack of any skill development for use in future situations.
Positive Behavioral Interventions
A movement toward nonaversive, positive interventions for students who exhibit
challenging behavior has promise to assist teachers to influence behavior change without
punishment (O'Brien & Repp, 1990). Moral arguments challenge the appropriateness of
any intervention that causes pain, physical or emotional distress. Interventions are also
challenged if it is objectionable for same - age peers without disabilities given that an
individual's personal dignity and possible rights (i.e., lack of informed consent by the
person receiving treatment) may be violated in the process (Bambara et al., 1994).
Educators have access to positive interventions that are intended to promote valuable
skills for use in schools and the community. Positive approaches emphasize teaching
alternative skills that produce the same outcomes the problem behavior and that will
prevent problem behaviors from occurring in the future (Bambara et aL, 1994).
Most nonaversive or positive treatments emphasize the role of environ ental
events that occasion or consequate problem behavior (Munk & Repp, 1994). Teachers
use a variety of techniques to maintain an environment of learning in classrooms. When
teachers take excessive time to respond to inappropriate student behavior, valuable
instructional momentum and time may be lost (Carpenter & McKee - Higgins, 1996).
Managing the classroom includes a number of factors. In addition to students, teachers
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must manage materials, lesson development, lesson implementation, and evaluation of
the lesson. Teachers dedicate a great deal of time to environmental management for the
purpose of academic instruction. Punishment and other aversive procedures are not in
line with the normal work patterns for teachers. These procedures require a complete
move away from instruction. Nonaversive procedures are attractive because they can be
relatively nonintrusive (i.e., they manipulate conditions already in the environment rather
than add new ones). They are also attractive because they seem to be successful (Munk &
Repp, 1994).
Proactive behavior management programs are described as an effective means to
respond to dverse behavioral characteristics among all students, both with and without
disabilities (Carpenter & McKee - Higgins, 1996). Educators who make proactive
strategies a part of their instructional repertoire can promote and maintain positive
behavior changes (Alber & Heward, 1996; Buggey, 1999; Lewis, et al. 1998; Weigle,
1997). The use of positive measures to promote behavior change will facilitate the use of
a readily available resource, instruction. The functional assessment technology is not
simply to identify the function of a behavior or the eligibility of a student for services.
The information is also used to develop comprehensive instructional plans that have a
greater probability of success (i.e., to teach more appropriate skills and to decrease
problem behavior) (Davis, 1998).
The current emphasis on positive interventions allows educators to facilitate
student success as opposed to reacting to student failure (Scott et al., 2000). Without the
use of functional assessment, educators selected interventions based on their convenience
or familiarity as opposed to tailoring interventions to teach and reinforce desired
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behaviors that serve the same function (access reinforcers/avoid aversives) as the
undesired behavior (Scott et a., 2000). Interventions based on positive approaches have
influenced a shift for teachers away from highly intrusive methods to those methods
intended to promote behavior change and the acquisition of skill.
The "positive approaches movement" is grounded in moral and philosophical
arguments for interventions that respect the dignity of individuals and promote life-
enhancing skills. Educators often label students formally or informally as an attempt to
identify those that may or may not cause trouble. Traditional student grouping methods
call for students with and without disabilities to be segregated. Those students with
disabilities who are included in general education are often quickly removed from the
general classroom should they exhibit challenging behavior. One challenge for special
and general education teachers is to assist each other to include students exhibiting
challenging behavior in a general education classroom. In the midst of the positive
approaches movement many traditional responses to challenging behavior have been
called into question, including exclusion from typical, neighborhood schools. The
emerging functional assessment technology is one vehicle for facilitating the inclusion of
students who have traditionally been removed or excluded from the general education
environment.
Critical decisions regarding the placement of a student in an educational
environment should be rade only after consideration of specific academic and social
supports necessary for student success in the inclusive setting (Sasso et a., 1998).
Functional assessment methods can be applied successfully to managing disruptive
behaviors that threaten a child's continued placement in an inclusive classroom. In this
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respect, functional assessment offers a technology that can support and facilitate the
inclusion process (Umbriet, 1995). The goal of treatment strategies has become twofold,
incorporating decreases in aberrant behavior and increases in positive behavior (Matson
et a., 1996). After determining the function of behavior, treatment decisions can be more
accurately addressed thereby increasing the likelihood of more positive outcomes for
both teachers and students (Watson et a., 1999). Students who respond to positive
nonintrusive methods may have more opportunities available to them in the general
education environment. Educators who have knowledge and skill of positive methods
may also be more welcoming to the inclusion of students with learning and/or behavior
problems.
Functional Assessment in Schools
As researchers work to develop the functional assessment technology a number of
implementation issues remain in schools. Support mechanisms for students who exhibit
challenging behavior benefit from investigators who focus on all aspects of the functional
assessment process (i.e., data collection, hypothesis development, intervention, and
evaluation). Vollmer et al. (1995) conducted a study to investigate methods to reduce the
overall observation time for data collection and increase the likelihood of identifying
function. A key outcome from this study is that a comprehensive functional analysis can
be conducted in a shorter time period without comprising the integrity of the process. In
1997 Hall and Belifore analyzed the possible function of aggressive/destructive behavior
by linking descriptive and experimental analyses. One implication of the research was
that functional analysis methodology could be used when developing an intervention is
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easily accessible to teachers, and school staff could use the intervention after the study
had concluded.
A large portion of functional assessment research has been conducted in schools.
Functional assessment methods have been implemented in a number of situations
involving various educational personnel (e.g., teachers, school psychologists, and para -
professionals). While the literature base is growing, there is still concern about the ability
of classroom based teachers to conduct the necessary components of a functional
assessment (Vaughn & Homer, 1997). One reason that research knowledge is used so
rarely is the fact that researchers and practitioners have limited opportunities to
communicate and work together to solve instructional problems (Greenwood & Abbott,
2001). Investigating and implementing a comprehensive pre - intervention process such
as functional assessment is often viewed as the responsibility of an expert. This expert
status is usually assigned to professionals who work outside of the classroom. The
dilemma for educators is the struggle between the responsibilities of the classroom-based
teacher and those professionals who work outside of the classroom. The question
remains, "Who is ultimately responsible for developing and implementing comprehensive
behavior support plans?" In spite of the answer one may provide to the previous question,
the classroom - based teacher is seen as the primary individual responsible for managing
behavior problems. This responsibility calls for training and access too empirically -
validated practices in order to support individuals and promote positive behavior change.
The challenge that arises for all educators is the difficulty with which empirically
- validated practices can be included within current practices. Typically, inservice
training is the primary means by which people (i.e., teachers) in the field stay abreast of
27
current developments in theory and practice. Effective nservice training approaches,
capable of reaching a wide audience, are essential (Anderson et al.,1993). The gap
between the current research base and teacher practice requires an effort to provide
teachers with instruction in function - based methods to bridge that gap. To locate gaps in
content knowledge it may be beneficial to begin by surveying what assessment and
behavioral management techniques inservice educators currently employ (Shellady &
Sticher, 1999). In response to training gaps, comprehensive training can be developed
and implemented. Comprehensive training must be delivered in a manner that promotes
application across a variety of conditions over long periods of time (i.e., generalization
and maintenance) (Anderson et al., 1993).
Making Functional Assessment Work
Inservice training is a necessary component of education since educators are
constantly faced with meeting students' diverse learning and behavioral needs. Few
educators have had sufficient training in individualized instruction, behavior
management; teaching social skills, group instructional strategies, consultation,
collaboration, and team teaching to meet the day - to - day needs of challenging students
(Hendrickson et al., 1999). In addition to exposure to the material teachers need "an
opportunity to infuse new learning in daily practice" (Gable et al., 1992 as quoted in
Hendrickson et al., 1999). The need for inservice training does not speak to the manner in
which the training will take place,
"The conventional view of staff development as a transferable package of
knowledge to be distributed to teachers in bite - sized pieces needs radical rethinking"
(Lieberman, 1995, p. 591 - 592 as quoted in Shellady & Stichter, 1999). The key to
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effective implementation of a functional behavioral assessment and intervention model
will depend upon trainers' ability to create a comprehensive and interactive training
program, encourage school - wide implementation, and facilitate successful outcomes via
ongoing support (Scott & Nelson, 1999). The content and delivery of functional
behavioral assessment must bring together the most effective training techniques to
facilitate its use in school settings.
Functional behavioral assessment will require trainers' to assist teachers build
competence in the technology. To build competence in the use of FBA, schools must (a)
establish a philosophical foundation for all students to remain in school, (b) create
support within school systems for implementing FBA, and (c) produce professional
within the school that have expertise in FBA (Conroy et a., 1999). The content and
delivery of inservice training are important for influencing teachers to understand and
utilize FBA methods. In many instances classrooms are staffed with one teacher. One of
the landmarks of special education is the low teacher to student ratio. Teachers are the
focus for training in FBA methods, but this does not imply that teachers will work alone
to implement behavioral support. To realize the potential of FBA's, student - centered
teams need to understand four critical points. The first step is to ensure that the FBA
process is understood by all responsible personal. Second, team members need to
familiar with the array of tools d processes that are available. Third, team members
need to know that these tools and processes occur along a continuum of resource intensity
and empirical rigor. Fourth, team members should be able to develop a process for
selecting relevant tools and processes at given points along this continuum (Knoster,
2OOO).
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As FBA training emerges in school districts, questions still remain ast the
manner in which the content should be translated into a training program The research
base for FBA is strong, but this strength does not directly translate into methods readily
adopted by teachers. Strengthening the link between research and practice appears to
require consideration of two related problems: (a) getting researchers to do better
research and (b) getting the constituents who write educational policy and choose specific
practices to make better choices (Kauffman, 1996). Gable (1995, p. 39) concluded that
"our understanding of the boundaries of functional assessment in terms of who can and
cannot feasibly apply it, in relation to what target behaviors and under what conditions,
remains limited" (as quoted in Gable, 1999).
Despite the many issues facing educators who access FBA methods the general
goals of the special and general education environment remain the same. Educational
environments are effective, in part, when children are learning valued skills, prosocial
behaviors are encouraged and displayed, and violent or disruptive behavior is at a
minimum (Sugai et al., 1999). It is essential that educators engage in the necessary staff
development activities (i.e., inservice training) to utilize those methods which increase
efficiency and effectiveness of behavioral interventions. Despite the possible aversion to
new techniques (e.g., FBA) educators have good reason to adopt empirically - validated
strategies. Professional judgement alone can not supplant monitoring the implementation
of an intervention or measuring its effect on the occurrence of behavior (Gable, 1999).
The ultimate goal for an educator is to build an FBA technology that meets the full range
of situations faced in schools, homes, and communities (Sugai et al., 1999).
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A third critical issue in relation to training in FBA methods is the evaluation of
teachers' ability to determine function and make recommendations based on function.
There are few data to inform the field that school - based personnel can determine
behavioral function reliably (Gresham et al. 1999). Researchers have spent a great deal of
time developing functional assessment methods (O'Neil, et aL. 1997). The work
completed up to this point has provided educators with the foundation necessary to
translate the clinical research of functional analyses to the applied research that is
functional assessment. The movement from clinical to applied is necessary for educators
to have the technology available to assist in the development and implementation of
interventions. The missing link from the current body of literature is an investigation into
the events that take place after function is determined.
Evaluating Functional Assessment
Currently the literature does not include an investigation into educators' ability to
determine function, develop hypothesis statements, and make recommendations for
interventions. It is important for school-based personnel and researchers to better
understand the current state of educators' abilities to use FBA methods. The legislative
call for FBA methods only provides the impetus for use of the technology. The use of the
technology does account for competency and efficiency of its use. If educators have
access to training but do not have a sense of their own ability to use the technology, then
a gap exists between an empirically - validated practice and its implementation.
The development and implementation of new practice is a slow process at best.
This process is subject to a number of influences. Training in FBA methods have been
overshadowed by non - standardized competencies and inservice training procedures
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(Hendrickson et al.,1999). School districts, individual school sites, and special education
researchers lack information detailing educators' abilities to determine function. In view
of legislation and the research base validating function - based methods, it is essential to
begin investigating educators' abilities to determine function.
Content, implementation, and evaluation of FBA training efforts are all critical to
the development of educators' competence in FBA methods. In addition to these issues it
is also necessary to consider the response from district and school - based personnel to
take on the training challenge. The use of FBA methods will have ramifications in several
areas of school operations. First, current responses to challenging behavior will be
altered. Second, educators will use an empirically - validated strategy (i.e., FBA) to guide
the choice and implementation of behavioral interventions. Third, students who have
been traditionally excluded from general education settings will ultimately be included in
these settings due to innovative, effective behavioral support methods. Finally, educators
will implement behavioral interventions with a vastly different intent. The current
positive behavioral support service delivery model (Carr et aL, 2002) calls for
consideration of behavior change across time and settings.
Educators now have the ability to use information gained from an FBA to reduce
future occurrences of challenging behavior and promote replacement of the behavior that
satisfies the same need for the student but is more socially acceptable or appropriate
(Gable et al., 1999). If students are able to benefit from interventions specifically
designed to teach socially acceptable skills, more inclusive opportunities are possible. All
too often, students are placed in mainstream (i.e., general education) settings based on
criteria not directly related to their individual strengths and needs. It is known that
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aberrant behavior and poor or absent social skills are the primary inhibitors to successful
inclusion of students with special needs in general education settings (Peck et al., 1998).
In the midst of attempts to implement IDEA legislation, educators face a number of
barriers that impede full utilization of FBA methods.
As functional behavioral assessment moves from clinic to classroom, researchers
and practitioners must work together to develop measurement systems and intervention
procedures that are responsive to the complex demands of treatment in applied settings
(Gable et al., 1999). In response to the complexity of FBA methods, a comprehensive
inservice training component is needed to develop competence among school personnel
who may have varying levels of knowledge and skills in FBA (Conroy et al., 2000).
School - based personnel will need access to comprehensive frequent training sessions in
order to assist those individuals with varying levels of skills and opportunities to utilize
the training. According to Quinn (2000), individuals charged with conducting a FBA will
need intensive training in direct and indirect data collection procedures, and choosing and
implementing appropriate interventions. The ability of school - based personnel to
actively engage in training efforts will largely dictate the successful implementation of
FBA methodology.
Summary
Special education is largely driven by legislation (e.g., IDEA '97). The diversity
of students and the need to respond to vastly different learning and behavior needs
provides the backdrop for movement away from traditional responses to challenging
behavior (e.g., punishment, exclusion) toward a positive behavioral support. Proactive,
nonaversive or positive interventions are based on a fundamental philosophical belief in
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quality of life enhancement as well as behavior change. The reduction or elimination of
one behavior without the systematic development of an appropriate socially relevant
replacement behavior is simply insufficient for students with disabilities. The
introduction of comprehensive behavioral support plans based on conducting functional
behavioral assessment is one of the greatest challenges placed on educators in response to
legislation. While the challenge is great, the rewards are greater. A pre - intervention
procedure that is capable of providing information to educators that enhances the
intervention is a sorely needed procedure. FBA methods are deigned to enhance
interventions that will allow educators to influence positive, long lasting behavior
change.
The many barriers presently impeding implementation and evaluation of FBA
methods require researchers to investigate a number of factors. One of the most critical of
these is the ability of educators to determine the function of challenging behavior.
Without specific data on educators' ability to determine function, students are faced with
the same dilemma as in the past: insufficient interventions that teach socially appropriate
behavior. Students who do not have the skill and/or motivation to engage in socially
acceptable behavior may not have access to general education settings. This denied
access might lead to a significant decrease in broader educational opportunities. This is
counter to the progressive inclusive movement. By evaluating educators' ability to
determine function, conclusions can be drawn in relation to the necessary steps to be
taken for further implementation and use of empirically - validated FBA methods
intended to benefit students with disabilities.
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It is critical for educators to adhere to federal legislation, but it is also critical that
educators access empirically sound technology for the benefit of students. Functional
analysis has evolved over the past fifteen years from a clinical application in institutions
to change self - injurious behavior to an assessment technology that is applied in schools,
homes, and the community. In light of these developments FBA can enhance the integrity
of interventions for a greater chance of successful behavior change in public schools.
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CHAPTER III
METHOD
This research was conducted in the fourth largest district in the southeastern
United States, the Miami - Dade County Public Schools (M - DCPS). For the last four
years, M - DCPS has made an effort to train the vast majority of professionals working
with students with disabilities. The training effort was directed at those individuals based
in schools, those who work in more than one school, and those who work in the main
district or region offices. Training was conducted on a continuous basis over the previous
three school years and continues to the present. Permission to conduct this study was
obtained from the Office of Evaluation and Research of the M - DCPS (see appendix C).
Permission was also obtained from the Florida International University Institutional
Review Board (see appendix C).
The M - DCPS conducted four to six training sessions during each of the three
previous schools years. The training sessions were held in the northern and southern parts
of Miami - Dade County. The facilities chosen for the training session were equipped to
accommodate between 50 and 150 people at one time. The training sessions were not
held on any the M - DCPS school campuses. Local hotels and conference centers severed
as the training facilities for each of the sessions. Since the district is divided among racial
and ethnic groups (see Table 1), the present study may offer additional insight into the
many questions associated with "diverse" districts serving students with disabilities.
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Table 1
Student Demographics in M - DCPS
Total Total )White Blck Asian/Pacific American Multi Hispanic
number minority (%) (%) Islander Indian/ -racial origin
of (%) Alaskan (%) (%)
students native
in (%)
district
368,123 326,906 11.20 30.97 1.22 0.08 0.67 55.87
Participants
A group of educational professionals were recruited from the listing of schools in
the M - DCPS with twelve or more teachers certified in one or more areas of special
education. The large scale training effort conducted by the M - DCPS in Functional
Behavioral Assessment included an array of educational professionals serving students
with disabilities in various capacities. The district trained many professionals during this
staff development effort (i.e., teachers, school counselors, school psychologist, and
administrators). While the curricular content of the training program remained the same,
the instructional delivery varied according to the group attending the particular session.
The training program was tailored for various professionals depending on the time
allotted and the ultimate function of the content for a particular professional. The
administrators received a training program which included an emphasis on the "letter of
the law" contained in IDEA '97, while school psychologists, counselors, and teachers
received the letter and the sprit of the law contained in IDEA '97. At each session,
teachers, school counselors, and school psychologists also received direct instruction in
the process necessary for conducting a functional assessment.
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Classroom teachers and the school counselors are responsible for the direct
application of the content taught in the Functional Behavior Assessment training package.
Classroom teachers and school counselors are also responsible for determining and then
implementing the interventions necessary to promote change in problem behavior. For
these reasons, teachers and school counselors were selected for participation in this study.
Teachers and school counselors were recruited for the experimental group based on the
list of those individuals who have participated in the Functional Behavior Assessment
training over the last four school terms (i.e., 1998 -1999, 1999 - 2000, 2000 - 2001, and
2001 - 2002). The sample of teachers refers to a professional who holds certification in an
area of special education (e.g., varying exceptionalities). Other individuals who hold
certification in an area outside of special education (e.g. social studies) but assignment is
in a special education classroom, or a teacher seeking certification in an area of special
education. The participants were asked to answer five demographic questions. First,
participants were asked to identify their certification status (i.e., certified versus not
certified). Second, participants were asked to identify their professional assignment (i.e.,
students in the classroom). Third, participants were asked to identify the primary grade
taught. Fourth, participants were asked to indicate their teaching experience as measured
by a range (e.g., 0- 3). Finally, participants were asked to indicate any special behavioral
training they may have received (e.g., university courses or training in Applied Behavior
Analysis).
This study did not include any Miami - Dade County School employee with the
title of para - professional, para - teacher, classroom assistant, or instructional aide.
While these individuals are responsible for the implementation of the intervention based
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on the functional assessment, it is not the intent of this study to assess the knowledge or
application ability of this group.
The sample of school counselors refers to those individuals who work in a school
and assist students with disabilities as defined in their duties. The sample of school
counselors was restricted to those individuals who (a) hold the title of school counselor,
and (b) hold certification in guidance counseling.
Participants for this study were drawn from the pool of individuals who obtained
training from 1998 to the present. The approximate number of individuals who obtained
trained in FBA is 2000. Schools with large populations of students with disabilities
served as the selection pool for the study. Trained and untrained educators who worked in
these schools for participated in the study. Teachers and school counselors were
encouraged to participate in this evaluation effort for the potential of information
available to the district.
The control group for this study was defined similarly to the experimental group.
The teachers and the school counselors in the control group only differed from the
experimental group in that these individuals did not have any training in the Miami -
DCPS on Functional Behavior Assessment. These participants were encouraged to
participate in the evaluation effort to offer the district information for possible
improvement in the training process and based on a direct appeal from select exceptional
student education administrators.
Design of Study
The research used a post - test only experimental design. The evaluation
instrument was a combination of closed - end questions and one open - ended question
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(this question is asked on six different occasions in the instrument). The closed - ended
questions were designed to evaluate the participants' knowledge of function of problem
behavior, and the application of identifying the function of problem behavior. The one
open - ended question was designed to evaluate the participants' recommendations for
interventions for promoting change of problem behavior. Each sample of participants was
asked to complete the evaluation instrument. The open - ended questions were scored
later by the primary investigator using an original rubric. The rubric yielded categorical
data for analysis.
Data Analysis
The data analysis was conducted using the computer package SPSS Windows. A
host of comparisons were made using one main statistical procedure. The factorial
Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) was used to analyze the data. The evaluation instrument
was divided into three sections. The first section of the evaluation instrument asked
participants for demographic information. In this section descriptive statistical analysis
was used to detail the frequency of various sample distributions (e.g., grade level
assignment). The first section was closely analyzed for data indicating the training status
of each participant. This information allowed for the formation of the "trained" and
"untrained" groups. In section two, participants were asked to apply their knowledge of
identifying the function of problem behavior and then make a recommendation about an
intervention to promote change of the problem behavior. In section three of the
evaluation instrument, participants were assessed on their general knowledge of basic
principles underlining the functional assessment of problem behavior.
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Each section of the evaluation instrument was analyzed separately. In section one;
the demographic information was analyzed for the distributions of the various
characteristics of the participants. This data yielded information indicating the differences
among groups as well as the similarities amongst the groups.
In section two of the instrument the open - ended question asked for a
recommendation. These recommendations for a behavior intervention were analyzed
using an original rubric (see appendix B). Participants were asked to write - in a response
detailing their personal recommendation for a "relatively quick, long - lasting"
intervention to change the problem behavior described in the accompanying scenario.
The rubric delineated the "standard criteria" for a recommendation. By employing the
rubric in the data analysis the researcher was able to evaluate the ability of both groups
(i.e., experimental and control) to recommend a relatively quick, long - lasting
intervention for the hypothetical student. The score generated from the rubric allowed for
an analysis to determine if a significant difference exists between the experimental and
control groups in regards to the two groups' ability to reach criterion for a
recommendation to change problem behavior.
In section three, the data was analyzed using a factorial ANOVA to compare the
mean scores based on closed - ended questions obtained by the experimental (i.e., trained
teachers) and control groups (i.e., untrained teachers). This set of multiple - choice
questions were designed to assess the knowledge level of participants in relation to
general areas of behavioral assessment. The data was analyzed for a significant difference
between the experimental and control groups' ability to accurately answer questions in
relation to general areas of knowledge about functional behavioral assessment. The
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questions were based on the content presented in the official training manual utilized for
the training program in the district.
Instrumentation
Description of the Instrument
An original evaluation, the Survey of Intervention Practices Used for Students
Exhibiting Challenging Behavior was used to assess participants' knowledge of function
of problem behavior, ability to apply knowledge of identifying function of problem
behavior, and ideas about intervention to change problem behavior.
Knowledge offunction items. The first section of the evaluation instrument asked
participants to provide demographic information. This information allowed the researcher
to define the experimental and control groups. In addition, the demographic information
allowed for indication of elapsed time from the original training to this evaluation,
previous training in behavioral methods, and certification areas.
Recommendation measurement. The evaluation instrument consisted of
hypothetical scenarios describing a student who exhibits problem behavior. The
participants were asked to read the scenarios, and then identify the function of problem
behavior. Further, the participants were asked to recommend a relatively quick and long -
lasting intervention to promote behavioral change for the student. This recommendation
served as the conduit into the current thinking into the about interventions. The
instrument consisted of approximately 25 items and required approximately 30 minutes
to complete. A copy of the instrument is included in Appendix A.
The directions for participants were written on the instrument and participants
were able to record their answers on the document. The questions contained in the
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evaluation instrument were directly based on the content presented to "trained"
participants.
Validation
A panel of experts validated the instrument. The panel consisted of two distinct
groups. The first group included individuals responsible for delivering the training M -
DCPS. The second group consisted of experts from the field of Exceptional Student
Education with extensive knowledge of functional assessment. Based on the information
obtained from the review conducted by the first and second panel of experts revisions
were made to the evaluation instrument. These revisions included the structure of the
scenarios to include clearer identification of a problem behavior, and the inclusion of
questions specific to the functional assessment curriculum (e.g., monitoring student
behavior).
The evaluation instrument was field tested in two university settings. This field
test involved students enrolled in the graduate programs in two major teacher education
centers m the southeastern United Sates. Based upon the results of this field test, the
evaluation instrument was once again revised. These revisions included a change to the
format of the scenarios and changes to the language used in the multiple-choice
questions. The scenarios were written to reflect a description of the classroom scene and
a separate section identifying the problem behavior. The multiple-choice questions were
altered to include language perceived to be common to a majority of special educators.
These procedures yielded the final version of the evaluation instrument used for
collecting data from the two groups of educational professionals. The information
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collected from these two procedures served as the process to validate the instrument for
use with the sample experimental and control groups.
Scoring
Rubrics for Scoring
The primary researcher used the original rubric to score the instrument. The rubric
consisted of nine variables. Each recommendation was scored using the nine variables. A
score of zero was assigned if the variable was not present and a score of one was assigned
if the variable was present. Each recommendation score yielded a score in the range of
zero to nine. The scoring rubric is included in Appendix C.
Reliability
An observer was trained in the use of the rubric scoring system. The observer
independently evaluated 12% of the documents in the sample (n = 125). Upon completion
of the reviews, data were coded for each evaluator and checked for interrater differences,
using an item - by - item analysis (this analysis is restricted to the open - ended
question), and the observer calculated the differences using the formula: number of
agreements/number of disagreements + disagreements x 100. This calculation yielded an
interrater reliability score. Agreement ranged from 88% - 100%.
Procedure
Administrators in Exceptional Student Education and the team responsible for the
direct training of educational professionals in the M - DCPS were asked for assistance in
identifying those schools with the largest numbers of special education teachers. The
primary investigator visited each school site and made contact with an administrator. The
ad m-istrator responsible for Exceptional Students Education services served as the
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contact and distributed the instrument. The participants were not contacted directly by the
primary investigator.
During each school visit the administrator was presented with an overview of the
study and three letters. The first letter came from the M - DCPS Office of Evaluations
and Research, authorizing the study. The second and third letters were written by the
primary researcher detailing the research intent and providing the administrators with
contact information for the university (see copies of letter in Appendix C). Each
participant was asked to return the completed instrument to the school - based contact.
After completion of the instrument, the primary researcher returned to the school and
picked up those instruments that were completed.
Summary
This study utilized an original evaluation instrument to test the ability of
educators to determine the function of problem behavior, make recommendations for a
behavior intervention plan, and report their knowledge of function. The data from the
evaluation instrument was analyzed using a factorial ANOVA to compare trained and
untrained participants according to two demographic distinctions, certification status
(e.g., varying exceptionalities) and grade level taught.
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CHAPTER IV
RESULTS
The purpose of this study was to investigate the effectiveness of training
educators in functional behavioral assessment on their ability to determine the function of
problem behavior. The data analyzed was based on the scores obtained from 125
participants taking the Survey of Intervention Practices Used for Students Exhibiting
Challenging Behavior working in 16 M - DCPS.
Demographics
A frequency count was conducted of all participants to determine various
population distributions across several categories. The Survey of Intervention Practices
Used for Students Exhibiting Challenging Behavior instrument contained six
demographic questions. Each question was intended to collect specific information on the
professional roles participants hold in the district. In addition, specific questions were
posed in relation to professional training and development.
Another frequency measure was conducted to determine the certification status of
the participants. A majority of the participants (n = 70) were teachers certified in Varying
Exceptionalities. A group of participants identified Emotional Handicaps (n 27) as their
primary certification, while a small number of participants (n = 28) indicated that they
were seeking initial certification.
Comparison of Trained and Untrained Participants
A factorial ANOVA was used to compare the trained and untrained participants
on the knowledge of function (multiple - choice) items and their scores for the items
requiring a recommendation for a behavior intervention plan. Comparisons were made in
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two major areas. The first comparison included the assigned grade level and training
status (i.e., trained or untrained). The second comparison included the participants'
certification (e.g., varying exceptionalities) and training status.
Knowledge Items
As show in Table 2 there was a significant difference in the means of the trained
(M= 8.09) and untrained (M= 7.69) groups, F(, 70) = 5.54, p<.05. This indicates that
educators who received trained were better able to answer questions based on the
knowledge presented in the training inspite of the grade level in which they taught.
Table 2
Grade Level and Training Status Comparison for Knowledge Items
Source df F p
Grade Level (GL) 3 .42 >.10
Training Status (TS) 1 5.54 <.05
GLxTS 2 .95 >.10
Recommendation Items
As shown in Table 3 there was not a significant difference in the means of the
trained (M= 13.05) and untrained (M= 13.55) groups, F(l, 70)= 2.23, p<.05. This
finding indicates that there is no difference in the quality (i.e., score) for those
participants who did or did not receive training regardless of the grade level they were
assigned.
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Table 3
Grade Level and Training Status Comparison for Recommendation Items
Source df F p
Grade Level (GL) 3 .34 >10
Training Status (TS) 1 2.23 >.10
GLxTS 2 1.55 >.10
Analysis of Certification Status
In another major comparison using the factorial ANOVA the trained and
untrained participants were compared according to their certification status (e.g., varying
exceptionalities).
Training Status
As shown in Table 4 there was a significant difference in the means of the trained
(M =8.09) and untrained (M= 7.69) groups, F (1, 70) = 20.35, p<.0 5 . This indicates that
educators who received trained were better able to answer questions based on the
knowledge presented in the training inspite of their certification status.
Table 4
Certification and Training Status Comparison for Knowledge Items
Source df F p
Certification Status (CS) 2 7.96 >.10
Training status (TS) 1 20.35 <.02
CS x TS 2 .33 >.10
As shown in Table 5 there was not a significant difference in the means of the
trained (M= 13.05) and untrained (M= 13.55) groups, F(1, 70) = 2.23, p<.05. This
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finding indicates that there is no difference in the quality (i.e., score) for those
participants who did or did not receive training regardless of their certification status.
Table 5
Certification and Training Status Comparison for Recommendation Items
Source df Fp
Certification Status (CS) 2 10.50 <.10
Training Status (TS) 1 .00 >.10
CS x TS 2 .17 >.10
Knowledge of Function and Recommendation for Behavior Intervention Plan Items
There was a difference in mean scores obtained according to certification status.
The original categories used in the Survey of Intervention Practices Used for Students
Exhibiting Challenging Behavior instrument were "re coded" and collapsed into three
categories, consisting of Varying Exceptionalities, Emotional Handicaps, and Other. This
information was then used to determine the distribution of mean scores on the knowledge
of function items and recommendation scores. Those teachers certified in Emotional
Handicaps scored the highest on both measures, while teachers certified in Varying
Exceptionalities scored the next highest and those teachers who hold certification in
another area or seeking certification obtained the lowest scores of the three groups (see
Table 6).
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Table 6
Mean Scores According to Certification Status
Certification Categories n Multiple Recommendation
Choice Items Scores
Varying Exceptionalities 70 8.13 13.59
Emotional handicaps 27 8.93 17.30
Other areas 28 7.25 12.11
Summary
The results of this study indicate that participants who took part in the district
training answered the knowledge of function multiple choice items significantly better
than those who were not trained did. There was no significant difference between trained
and untrained participants on the recommendation for behavior intervention plan scores.
This finding offers support to the notion that district training did translate into a general
knowledge of function of problem behavior for its participants.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION
There are several implications for training and professional development for
teachers. Educators are expected to engage in activities to continuously enhance their
knowledge of general content (i.e., math, science, and social studies) and pedagogy. Each
area is a fundamental requirement of the teaching profession. School districts continue to
struggle with assisting teachers to translate research developments into practical
applications. The legislative developments (i.e., IDEA '97) and pressure from parents and
business officials to produce students who have highly developed academic and social
skills compound this struggle.
As teachers continue to express concern for students who experience learning and
behavioral problems, efforts to change problem behavior become essential to the
functioning of schools. Whether the impetus comes from legislation or "best practice" as
reported in the professional literature, school districts must be aware of how training
takes place and its effects on teacher practice in schools.
Summary of Results
This study was undertaken to answer two research questions regarding the
effectiveness of training teachers in functional behavioral assessment on their ability to
determine the function of problem behavior. An original evaluation instrument, the
Survey of Intervention Practices Used for Students Exhibiting Challenging Behavior was
used to evaluate teacher's knowledge of function and ability to make recommendations to
promote behavior change.
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The Miami - Dade County Public School District employed all participants as
teachers or counselors. School based administrators were contacted directly for
permission to evaluate teachers and counselors. All participants were contacted with the
school - based administrator's assistance. The primary researcher traveled to individual
schools and distributed the evaluation instruments to all willing participants.
The evaluation instrument yielded two primary measures, (a) recommendation scores
(based on hypothetical scenarios) and (b) knowledge of function (based on multiple-
choice questions). There was a significant difference between the multiple choice item
scores ability to identify function between trained and untrained teachers. There was no
significant difference in trained and untrained teachers' intervention recommendation
scores.
The first research question compared trained and untrained teachers on their
ability to determine function of problem behavior. Participants were further divided into
categories as determined by the demographic questions contained in the evaluation
instrument. The comparison categories consisted of certification status and professional
assignment. There was a significant difference between the trained and untrained groups
on their ability to answer knowledge of function items (multiple choice). This significant
difference is present when comparing participants along several different demographic
variables to include: certification status and grade level taught.
The second research question compared trained and untrained teachers on the
recommendations made to promote behavior change for the hypothetical students
presented in the evaluation instrument. The participants were compared along several
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different demographic items. There was no significant difference between trained and
untrained participants regardless of certification status or grade level taught.
Discussion
The design of the study was posttest only. Instruments were distributed to
approximately 7% of schools in the M - DCPS district. The findings of the current study
indicate that the participants who were trained answered knowledge of function items
significantly better than those participants who were not trained do. An essential
component of training educators in the FBA technology is general knowledge of function
of problem behavior (Conroy, 2000). The district training was designed to transfer
knowledge of function of problem behavior. It is critical to note that this goals was
accomplished according to the results of this study.
The recommendations for behavior intervention plan scores were not significantly
different. This indicates that one could not discern a difference between trained and
untrained participants. This finding was not in line with expectations for the results of the
study. Participants who received training were expected to have the ability to develop
qualitatively better interventions than those developed by participants who did not
receive training. The original training session did not specifically emphasize the writing
of recommendations for behavior intervention plans without the assistance of some
prompt. In addition, the 3 - day format may not give participants enough content and
appropriate practice in intervention development. The training format may need to be
overhauled s that participant's intervention development is practiced and evaluated by
experts to ensure accuracy. In light of the findings both trained and untrained participants
may benefit from direct instruction and opportunity to practice intervention development.
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Limitations
The current study is limited by several factors. First, the return rate for the
evaluation instruments was 25%. Approximately 400 instruments were distributed in
schools throughout all areas of the district; this response rate is low, A total sample size
of 125 participants is represented in the 25% return rate. This smaller sample size may
not represent the demographics of the general district population. Second, the mean
recommendation scores are low. The rubric used to score the recommendation for
behavior intervention plan scores contains a range of 0 - 45. The mean score for both
groups (i.e., trained and untrained) were low in consideration of the maximum scores.
This may be explained by several reasons. First, participants may have need additional
time to understand and then apply the knowledge gained in the FBA training. Participants
may have simply been ill prepared to apply their knowledge of function to develop
recommendations for behavior intervention plans. Second, the district-sponsored training
took place over a 3-day period. These 3 days may have not been "strong enough" to assist
participants to gain knowledge and the ability to apply the knowledge to make a quality
recommendation for the behavior intervention plan. Finally, the response format of the
evaluation instrument may have influenced the quality of the recommendations. The open
- ended format required participants to formulate an answer completely independently. If
participants were confident in their ability to generate recommendations without the
assistance of any prompts, their responses were weak.
Implications for Practice
The learning and behavioral needs of children with disabilities is a point of
concern for many teachers in special and general education. Many teachers seek
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additional training and support to offer programming that allows children with disabilities
to enter or stay in the general education classroom. Students with disabilities are also
transferred out of general education classrooms via teacher's requests for various reasons.
Professional development made available to teachers intended to change practice is
commonplace in school districts. What is not commonplace is a direct evaluation of such
training to gain some insight into the effectiveness of translating the training content into
teacher practice. Further, there is rarely a direct inquiry into the effect of the training on
teacher work patterns as they implement the training initiative.
There are several implications related to the current study. One, educators need
direct assistance when applying the knowledge gained from a district training. School -
based personnel need the direct assistance of "expert personnel" to have opportunities to
design, implement, and evaluate the application of a new method (i.e., FBA). These
outside experts should be made available for an extended period to ensure mastery of the
skills gained in the original district training session. Two, district sponsored training must
require that teachers engage in application activities during the initial training session.
This "first step" will allow for teachers to practice the required action necessary after
completing the training. Teachers do not have the opportunity to "use the method" if this
opportunity is not provided in the training session. The current training model assumes
that teachers will use the FBA technology in a reactionary mode, only to be used when a
functional behavioral assessment is required. In this case the teacher is "learning on the
job." This situation can be avoided with ample practice opportunities in the initial
training session as well as practice opportunities with the on - site expert.
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The problem behavior present m schools is currently viewed in a greater context
of school violence that many perceive to be on the rise. Behavior that is harmful to an
individual herself or others is viewed as a serious matter. Teachers should be well -
equipped to handle problem behaviors in and around the classroom and other school
areas. Techniques for promoting positive social interactions between students and adults
should be readily and widely available to assist teachers to directly teach positive
behavior.
Recommendations for Further Research
This study was designed to gather information about teacher's knowledge level of
function behavioral assessment and the recommendation that teachers would make when
faced with a problem behavior. There are a number of directions for future research in
functional behavioral assessment in schools. Other studies that would add to the body of
knowledge about functional behavioral assessment in school include:
1. Replication of this study in another school district. This study would require the
use of a revised evaluation instrument. The instrument used for this replication
would require the participation of officials from the school district with extensive
knowledge of the training program used in the district. The instrument should
directly reflect the content taught in the functional behavioral assessment training
program. Also, a number of teachers should be identified prior to the beginning of
the study to ensure a significant number of participants
2. A document survey should be conducted to examine the actual Behavior
Intervention Plans (BIPs) being used by teachers in schools. This study will
require that an evaluation tool is developed to develop a scoring system for the
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BIPs. Each BIP should be evaluated for its hypothesis statement, replacement
behavior, recommended intervention, and monitoring system. This study should
give some indication of the actual practices teachers are utilizing in schools to
promote behavior change.
3. Investigate the amount of time teachers spend conducting a functional behavioral
assessment in schools. A random selection of schools on the elementary, middle
and high school schools will allow a good cross section of functional behavioral
assessments conducted in schools. Direct observation of teachers and records of
duration (time spent actually collecting data, developing a hypothesis statement,
and planning an intervention) for each child in the school over a specified period
will give some information as to the actual "costs" of functional behavioral
assessment in regards to teacher time.
4. A replication of this study conducted in the same school district while altering the
response formats of the evaluation instrument. The current evaluation instrument
required participants to write a recommendation for behavior change without the
assistance of a prompt or predetermined answers. This response format also
limited those who would prefer not to write at all, but rather type or orally repot
answer. If the instrument is changed perhaps the number of participants willing to
make a recommendation will increase as well as the diversity and complexity of
the responses may increase. This information may offer further insight into
teacher practice in relation to promoting behavior change.
57
Conclusion
The reauthorization of IDEA '97 is the catalyst for major changes in the discipline
procedures used for students with disabilities (Yell, 1998). The rise in school violence
and concerns for the safety of all students in schools has been highly influential in
directing the way in which educators respond to problem behavior in schools (Sugai et
al., 1996). IDEA' 97 requires educators to use FBA as a pre - intervention procedure
before developing an intervention. This change in policy is calling for a change in
practice (Nelson, 1997); The change in policy requires training to ensure that educators
are not only aware of the change in legislation, but also aware and able to implement the
practice (Conroy, 2000).
Many questions have been raised about the ability of teachers to implement the
new FBA practice (Gable, 1995; Nelson, 1997; Conroy, 2000). In this study an
evaluation instrument was developed to test educators on three critical features of the
new FBA practice: (a) general knowledge of function, (b) ability to determine the
function of problem behavior and (c) make recommendations for a behavior intervention
plan. Each of these measures is critical to utilizing the FBA technology for the benefit of
students. The results of the study indicate that participants who are trained in the FBA
method do gain a general knowledge of function of problem behavior. This lays a
foundation for the use of the technology. In order to make from the traditional response to
behavior (i.e., suspension), it is necessary to understand the philosophy of functional
assessment. Indications are that the training is successful in assisting educators gain a
knowledge of function. This "first step" may be beneficial for school districts to build
upon this and further assist educators in their ability to apply the FBA technology.
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Inservice training is one of the most common methods for educators to gain an
understanding of new ideas, methods, and or initiatives they will be held responsible for
in the future. This study validates the current model, but also questions the same model.
The inservice training was not sufficient in its current form to assist educators to gin the
understanding necessary to apply the knowledge to recommendations for behavior
intervention plans. This "last step" is crucial for future training. The district training has
made significant strides towards assisting educators leam a beneficial method for
behavior change. It is important that staff development does not stop with general
knowledge, but continues so that educators can learn to apply their knowledge to
development sound behavioral interventions.
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Survey of intervention Practices Used for Students Exhibiting Challenging Behavior
Section # 1
Read the following statements. Then circle the answer that best completes the statement.
1. Circle the letter that best describes your certification
a. Certification in special education (e.g., varying exceptionalities)
b. Certification in emotional handicap
c. Seeking certification in special education
d. Write in other area of certification
2. Circle the letter that best describes your professional assignment
a. Classroom serving students with disabilities only
b. Classroom serving students with disabilities and students without disabilities
c. Counselor serving students with disabilities only
d. Counselor serving students with and without disabilities
3. Circle the letter that best corresponds to the grades of the students whom you teach
a. Pre - school (Pre - K)
b. Elementary students (K - 5)
c. Middle students (6-8)
d. High school students (9- 12)
e. Classroom has students in multiple grade levels
4. Circle the letter that corresponds to the year in which you received the Miami - Dade
County Public Schools training Functional Assessment of Behavior training
a. School year 1997- 1998
b. School year 1998 - 1999
c. School year 1999 -2000
d. Did not receive Miami - Dade County Public Schools Functional Assessment of
Behavior training
5. Circle the letter that corresponds to the years of experience you have in education.
a. 0-3
b. 4-7
c. 8-11
d. 12 -17
e. 18+
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6. Circle the letter that corresponds to any specialized behavioral training you may have
a. Certified Behavior Analyst (i.e., CBA)
b. Certified Associate Behavior Analyst (i.e., CABA)
c. University course work in Applied Behavior Analysis
d. District sponsored training in Applied Behavior Analysis (other than MDCPS FAB
training)
e. Other training in Applied Behavior Analysis
f. Other training in FAB
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Section #2
Read following scenario. At the end of the passage, circle the answer that best
describes the function of behavior exhibited by the student.
7. Scenario: John is a third grade student with learning disabilities in a self - contained
classroom with one special education teacher and an instructional aide. John reads
below grade level. On a typical day the teacher assigns four different tasks requiring
students to read. The class is given instruction in a specific topic area and then
required to work independently. The teacher gives the instructions for the
independent task and then requires students to work at their desks. During the lesson
presentation and the guided practice portion of the lesson, the teacher circulates
throughout the classroom to monitor students while they work. Whenever the teacher
approaches John to assist him, he does not exhibit any problem behavior.
Problem behavior: The I.E.P. team has observed that during independent work
periods when the teacher is assisting other students John often calls the teacher
"names." The teacher immediately verbally responds to John and/or moves in closer
proximity to him in response to the name-calling.
What is the most likely function that John's behavior serves?
a. Get attention
b. Get rewards/activities
c. Get sensory feedback
d. Escape peers/adults
e. Escape tasks
f. Escape personal states
Now answer the following question in relation to an intervention appropriate for John.
Provide a recommendation to the teacher for an intervention most likely to result in
effective (i.e., rapid and semi - permanent) control of John's problem behavior.
8. Scenario: Mary is an eighth grade student with mental retardation who attends four
special education courses with one special education teacher and an instructional aide.
On a typical day the special education teacher requires Mary to engage in two to three
guided tasks and two to three independent tasks. Mary is actively involved in most of
her non - academic tasks (i.e., vocational preparation). Mary does not show the same
enthusiasm for the academic tasks.
Problem behavior: The IE.P. team has determined that M is not attentive during
academic task presentations. She pushes papers off of her desk and yells out to the
teacher and/or aide that, "academics are stupid." Even after the papers are placed
back on the desk, she continuously seeks assistance after the teacher or instructional
aide has lef her side. The assistance Mary seeks is not related to the task, but rather
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requests for the restroom or snacks. Mary does not complete any portion of her
academic tasks.
What is the most likely function that Mary's behavior serves?
a. Get attention
b. Get rewards/activities
c. Get sensory feedback
d. Escape peers/adults
e. Escape tasks
f. Escape personal states
Now answer the following question in relation to an intervention appropriate for Mary.
Provide a recommendation to the teacher for an intervention most likely to result in
effective (i.e., rapid and semi - permanent) control of Mary's problem behavior.
9. Scenario: Chuck is an eleventh grade student with autism in a specialized classroom
for students with autism, with one teacher and two instructional aides. Chuck is
working on several pre - vocational skills that allow him to work hands - on in the
classroom. Chuck is successful with many of the tasks and earns rewards from the
"treasure chest" upon completion of his tasks. Chuck must take his completed task to
the finished table and then inform the teacher or one of the instructional aides that he
is finished.
Problem behavior: The I.E.P. team is concerned with the following problem behavior:
Chuck has associated the finish table with rewards. While Chuck does complete 80%
of his tasks, on some occasions he will still go to the finish table and request a
reward. The teachers and aides re - direct Chuck to complete his work, but Chuck
yells and kicks the table when he does not receive a reward after going to the finish
table.
What is the most likely function that Chuck's behavior serves?
a. Get attention
b. Get rewards/activities
c. Get sensory feedback
d. Escape peers/adults
e. Escape tasks
f. Escape personal states
Now answer the following question in relation to an intervention appropriate for Chuck.
Provide a recommendation to the teacher for an intervention most likely to result in
effective (i.e., rapid and semi - permanent) control of Chuck's problem behavior.
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10. Scenario; Susie is a fifth grade student with emotional handicaps in a co - taught
general education classroom with one general education teacher and one special
education teacher. Susie is working on grade level in all of the academic subject
areas. Susie works well with the general education teacher and appropriately seeks
her assistance when needed. Susie does not work well with the special education
teacher. She is not willing to follow simple requests or even sit in close proximity to
the special education teacher. The general education teacher reminds Susie is that she
cannot work with one teacher exclusively.
Problem behavior: The I.E.P. team is concerned with the following problem behavior:
When the special education teacher attempts to assist Susie she gets out of her seat
and yells for the attention of the general education teacher. Susie does not complete
her task and calls the special education teacher names whle running around the
classroom. Susie says, "I only like girls," and will speak to the special education
teacher who is man.
What is the most likely function that Susie's behavior serves?
a. Get attention
b. Get rewards/activities
c. Get sensory feedback
d. Escape peers/adults
e. Escape tasks
f. Escape personal states
Now answer the following question in relation to an intervention appropriate for Susie.
Provide a recommendation to the teacher for an intervention most likely to result in
effective (i.e., rapid ard semi- permanent) control of Susie's problem behavior.
11. Scenario: Tommy is a sixth grade student with mental retardation in a self - contained
classroom with one special education teacher and two instructional aides. Tommy is
primarily working on social skills that will allow him to attend community-based
instruction. Tommy is learning how to start a conversation with another individual.
Tommy holds his hands and rub them together on a continuous basis and will not
release his hands to wave or shake hands.
Problem behavior: The I.E.P. team is concerned with the following problem behavior:
Tommy rubs his hands together almost the entire day. Tommy is told to keep his
hands in his lap and then he is given a piece of candy if he complies. While this
works for a short period, Tommy seems to enjoy rubbing his hands together even
during instruction of social skills.
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What is the most likely function that Tommy's behavior serves?
a. Get attention
b. Get rewards/activities
c. Get sensory feedback
d. Escape peers/adults
e, Escape tasks
. Escape personal states
Now answer the following question in relation to an intervention appropriate for Tommy.
Provide a recommendation to the teacher for an intervention most likely to result in
effective (i.e., rapid and semi - permanent) control of Tommy's problem behavior.
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Section # 3
Read each of the following questions. Then circle the answer that best completes the
statement.
12. The underlining notion of a Functional Assessment of Behavior s that all behaviors
a. serve a purpose.
b. are symptoms of a disability.
c. are based on medical factors.
d. are controlled by the environment.
e. cannot be changed.
13. Many of the behaviors people engage in provide some sort of "payoff." This "payoff'
is referred to as
a. negative reinforcement.
b. delayed reinforcement.
c. positive reinforcement.
d. intermittent reinforcement.
e. differential reinforcement.
14. In schools many children may "cormunicate" their dissatisfaction with people,
places, or demands of an environment through problem behaviors. This
"communication" is referred to as
a. negative reinforcement.
b. delayed reinforcement.
c. positive reinforcement.
d. intermittent reinforcement.
e. differential reinforcement.
15. One of the critical features of a behavior intervention plan is that the chosen
intervention
a. punish the student.
b. match the function.
c. remove the student from class.
d. involve the parent.
e. involve the school site administrator.
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16. If a behavior intervention plan is designed to teach students a skill as opposed to
implementing traditional management procedures, the plan is using a(n)
a. effective punishment procedure.
b. number of techniques at one time.
c. school approved behavior management plan.
d. instructional model.
e. district wide behavior management plan.
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Rubric
Area of Intervention Scoring System
1. The recommended intervention matches the (0) = The recommendation does not
function of the problem behavior. contain this element.
(1)= The recommendation does
______________________________________contain this element.
(=2. The recommended intervention is positive. ( The r commen ation does not
contain this element.
(1) = The recommendation does
contain this element.
3. The recommendation indicates an acceleration (0)= The recommendation does not
target versus a deceleration target (i.e., the target contain this element.
behavior will be increased versus reduction (1) = The recommendation does
motivated target behavior ) contain this element.
4. The intervention indicates that some instruction (0)= The recommendation does not
or activities in support of instruction will take place. contain this element,
(1) = The recommendation does
contain this element.
5. The recommendation indicates that more than (0)= The recommendation does not
more person (i.e., a team) is responsible for contain this element.
planning, implementing, monitoring, or revising the (1)= The recommendation does
recommendation. contain this element.
6. The recommendation does not indicate any use of (0) = The recommendation does not
punitive measures. contain this element.
(1) = The recommendation does
contain this element.
7. The recommendation indicates that some form of (0)= The recommendation does not
monitoring will take place. contain is element.
(1) = The recommendation does
contain this element.
8 The recommendation is applicable to school (0) The recommendation does not
settings. contain this element.
(1) = The recommendation does
contain this element.
9. The recommended intervention is based on one or (0)= The recommendation does not
more of the 7 guiding questions (e.g., contain this element.
communication training, and explicit (1)= The recommendation does
reinforcement). contain this element.
Total recommendation score (add the scores from 7 8. ___ 9.
each of the recommendation questions and write in
space provided) 10. 11. _ 12.
Total
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Charles Dukes, EdD Candidate
Florida international University
Department of Educational Psychology/Research - ZEB - #214
11200 SW 8" Street
Miami, Florida 33169
Teachers and Counselors
Miami Dade County Public Schools
Dear Potential Participant,
I am currently conducting research in the Miami - Dade County Public Schools (M - DCPS). This
research involves the district sponsored training in the techniques of Functional Assessment of Behavior
(FAB). This training has been taking place in the district for the past three school years. This study utilizes
a test to gather information on the ability of teachers and school counselors to determine the function of
problem behavior and to make recommendations to change problem behavior. Personnel trained and not
trained in FAB will be asked to complete this instrument. This letter along with a copy of the instrument
will be sent to approximately five hundred teachers and school counselors throughout the district. The
results of this study will benefit school personnel by providing information about the general knowledge
level of personnel in relation to FAB techniques and common recommendations personnel use to influence
behavioral change. There is the potential for school personnel to sacrifice instructional or personal time by
completing the instrument. The time sacrificed should be reduced with the collaborative efforts of school
level principals allowing for completion of the instrument.
The information obtained from the instrument will be confidently and can not be directly linked to
any school personnel. Participation in this study does not involve any more than "minimal risk" or the
common risks one faces in everyday life. The instruments will be maintained in an office with only myself
(primary researcher) having access. Participation in this study is completely voluntary and you may refuse
to complete this instrument. Refusal to complete this instrument will not impact your professional
evaluation or duties in M - DCPS.
Thank you,
Charles Dukes
PS: If you have questions about this research, you may contact me at (305) 622- 2624 or please feel free to
contact Dr. Bernard Gerstman, Chairman of Florida International University Institional Review Board at
(305) -348 -3115.
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Charles Dukes, EdD Candidate
Florida international University
Department of Educational Psychology/Research - ZEB - #214
11200 SW 8"' Street
Miami, Florida 33169
School Principal
Miami - Dade County Public Schools
Dear School Principal,
I am currently conducting research in the Miami - Dade County Public Schools (M - DCPS). This
research involves the district sponsored training in the techniques of Functional Assessment of Behavior
(FAB). This training has been taking place in the district for the past three school years. This study utilizes
a test to gather information on the ability of teachers and school counselors to determine the function of
problem behavior and to make recommendations to change problem behavior. Personnel trained and not
trained in FAB will be asked to complete this instrument. This letter along with a copy of the instrument
will be sent to approximately three thousand teachers and school counselors throughout the entire district.
I am writing to you to institute a two step process for completion of this study. Enclosed in this
packet you will find a list of teachers and school counselors who have and have not received training in
FAB. Please distribute the informed consent letters and the instruments to those indicated on the respective
list. Upon completion of the instruments participants should return them to the office manager and in - turn
this envelope will be returned to the Biscayne Building.
Your assistance with this study is greatly beneficial to my interests and work in teacher training
efforts and beneficial to M - DCPS in their efforts to continue to provide the highest quality staff
development.
Thank you,
Charles Dukes
PS: If you have questions about this research, you may contact me at (305) 622 - 2624 or please feel free to
contact Dr. Bernard Gerstman, Chairman of Florida International University Institutional Review Board at
(305) - 348 3115.
82
VITA
Charles Dukes
Education
Ed. D. Candidate Florida International University, Miami, Florida
Special Education (Major area of study)
Curriculum and Instruction (Cognate)
M. Ed. University of Houston, Houston, Texas
Special Education
December 1994
BS Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University, Tallahassee,
Florida Psychology (Major) Religion (Minor)
April 1992
BS Florida Agricultural and Mechanical University, Tallahassee,
Florida Philosophy (Major) Religion (Minor)
April 1992
Credentials and Licensure
State of Texas Generic Special Education
State of Florida Exceptional Student Education -Varying Exceptionahities
Psychology
Social Studies Grades 6 through 12
Professional Experiences
Site Coordinator The University of Miami Center for Autism
and Related Disabilities (C.A.R.D.) Satellite
at Florida Atlantic University
Department of Exceptional Student
Education
Boca Raton, Florida 33431
January 2000 - Present
Assignments include conducting educational
prog mig evaluations for children with
autism and elated disabilities in school
settings as well as private homes. Train and
consult with professionals and parents to
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assist with effective programming for
children with autism and related disabilities.
Teacher of Students with Disabilities Miami - Dade County Public Schools
August 1996 to January 2000
North Miami Beach Senior High School
Taught students with varying
exceptionalities in American History, World
History, and Reading. Facilitate mainstream
meetings with general education teachers.
Participate in Individual Educational Plan
(IEP) meetings to develop student's yearly
academic and behavioral plan. Facilitate
Best Buddies Club.
Principal: Ray Fontana
Professional Associations
1996 - Present Council for Exceptional Children
* Division for Learning Disabilities
v Council for Children with Behavior Disorders
2000 - Present TASH
2001 - Present Association for Behavior Analysis
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